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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 

Academic Senate Agenda 
Tuesday, March 13, 1990 11 0 ~ 9 
UU 220 3:00-5:00 p.m. o · .~ /d. '~~~~ 
I. 	 Minutes: Approval of the February 20, 1990 Academic Senate minutes (pp. 2-3)~ 
II. 	 Communication(s) and Announcement(s): 
Academic Senate Reading List (p. 4). 
III. 	 Reports: 
A. 	 President's Office 
B. 	 Vice President for Academic Affairs' Office 
C. 	 Statewide Senators 
D. 	 ASI Representatives 
E. 	 David Walch, Dean of Library Services 
IV. 	 Consent Agenda: 
V. 	 Business Item(s): 
A. 	 Resolution on Periodic Evaluation of Faculty Unit Emp1oyees-P Murphy, Chair 
of the Personnel Policies Committee, Second Reading (pp. 5-12). 
B. 	 Resolution on Departmental Support for International Education at Cal Poly­
Weatherby/Floyd, Second Reading (13-14). 
C. 	 Report on Minors, Academic Senate Curriculum Committee-Bailey, Chair of the 
Curriculum Committee, First Reading (pp. 15-19). 
VI. 	 Discussion Item(s): 
VII. 	 Adjournment: 
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ACADEMIC SENATE READING LIST 

WINTER QUARTER 1990 

9/20/89 
12/12/89 
Jan 1990 
Jan 1990 
Jan 1990 
Jan 1990 
2/20/90 
Draft Study of Graduate Education in The California 
State University (CSU) 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 -
Policy for the Provision of Services for Students 
with Disabilities (CSU) 
Instructional Technology Commission Report, "the 
Student, the Faculty, and the Information Age: the 
Power of Technology" - Draft #7 (CSU) 
Components of the Personnel and Employee Relations 
Department at Cal Poly (Jan Pieper) 
The 1989 California State University Growth Plan for 
1990-2005 (CSU) 
Report on the Student Needs and Priorities Survey 
(SNAPS) (Cal Poly) 
Senate presentation of computing resources at Cal 
Poly (Arthur Gloster) 
-5-

WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
RESOLVED: 

RESOLVED: 

Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

OF 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 

AS- -89/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

PERIODIC EVALUATION OF FACULTY UNIT EMPLOYEES 

The Campus Administrative Manual (CAM) contains no 
procedures for Periodic Evaluation of Faculty Unit 
Employees; and 
Such Periodic Evaluation is mandated in the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the csu and 
Unit 3-Faculty; therefore, be it 
That the attached CAM 345 be added; and be it 
further 
That the current CAM 345 be renumbered to CAM 346. 
Proposed By: 
Academic Senate Personnel 
Policies Committee 
Date: February 6, 1990 
Revised: February 20, 
1990 
) 
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C.A.M. 345 	 PERIODIC EVALUATION OF FACULTY UNIT EMPLOYEES 
A. 	 Definition of Periodic Evaluation 
A periodic evaluation of a faculty unit employee shall 
normally be required for the following purposes: 
1. 	 Evaluation of temporary faculty unit employees. 
2. 	 Evaluation of probationary faculty unit employees 
who are not subject to a performance review for 
retention. For example, a probationary faculty 
member who receives an initial two-year 
appointment will undergo a periodic evaluation 
during his/her first year. 
3. 	 Evaluation of tenured faculty unit employees who 
are not subject to a performance review for 
promotion. 
B. 	 Evaluation Procedures - see C.A.M. 341 
C.A.M. 	 345.1 PERIODIC EVALUATION OF TEMPORARY FACULTY UNIT 
EMPLOYEES 
A. 	 Procedures (also see C.A.M. 341.1.A) 
1. 	 Full-time temporary faculty unit employees (e.g., 
full-time coaches and lecturers) appointed for the 
entire academic year must be evaluated during that 
year by a peer committee of the department or 
equivalent unit, the department headjchair and 
dean. Members of the peer committee chosen for 
the evaluation of full-time temporary faculty unit 
employees must be full-time, tenured faculty unit 
employees. 
2. 	 Part-time temporary faculty unit employees 
appointed for the entire academic year must be 
evaluated by the department head/chair. A peer 
committee evaluation is not required. However, 
full-time tenured faculty should be given the 
opportunity to provide evaluative statements and 
such statements shall be written and signed. 
3. 	 Any temporary faculty unit employee (full-time or 
part-time) appointed for one or two quarters are 
to be evaluated at the discretion of the 
department headjchair, the dean, or the department 
or equivalent unit. such an employee may request 
that an evaluation be performed. The request must 
be in writing and must be accompanied by an 
updated resume. The request must be submitted to 
the department headjchair by the established 
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deadline. 
4. 	 A written record of a periodic evaluation shall be 
placed in the temporary faculty unit employee's 
Personnel Action File. The temporary faculty unit 
employee shall be provided a copy of the written 
record of the evaluation. 
B. 	 Criteria (also see C.A.M. 341.1.B) 
1. 	 For temporary faculty unit employees with teaching 
duties, student evaluations of teaching 
performance shall be considered. 
C.A.M. 345.2 	 PERIODIC EVALUATION OF PROBATIONARY FACULTY 
A. 	 Procedures (also see C.A.M. 341.1.A and C.A.M. 343.1.A) 
1. 	 Periodic evaluation of probationary faculty shall 
be conducted by the department Peer Review 
Committee, the department head/chair and the dean 
in any year in which the probationary faculty unit 
member is not subject to a performance review for 
retention. 
2. 	 A written record of a periodic evaluation shall be 
placed in the probationary faculty unit employee's 
Personnel Action File. A probationary faculty 
unit employee shall be provided a copy of the 
written record of the periodic evaluation. 
B. 	 Criteria (see C.A.M. 341.1.B and C.A.M. 343.1.A) 
C.A.M. 	 345.3 ANNUAL EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY UNIT 
EMPLOYEES 
A. 	 Procedures 
1. 	 Tenured faculty unit employees who are eligible 
for a Merit Salary Adjustment and who are below 
Step 19 (~r Step 11 for those on the designated 
market discipline salary schedule) and who are not 
applying for promotion shall be evaluated by the 
department headjchair and the dean. 
2. 	 A written record of this annual evaluation shall 
be placed ·in the tenured faculty unit employee's 
Personnel Action File, with a copy of this written 
record provided to the employee. 
B. 	 Criteria (see C.A.M. 341.1.B) 
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C.A.M. 	 345.4 PERIODIC EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY UNIT 
EMPLOYEES 
A. 	 Procedures 
1. 	 Tenured Professors (Librarians) 
(a) 	 During the year in which a tenured professor 
(librarian) reaches Step 19 (or Step 11 for 
those on the designated market discipline 
salary schedule), sjhe shall be subject to a 
periodic evaluation. 
2. 	 Tenured Assistant or Associate Professors (Senior 
Assistant or Associate Librarian) 
(a) 	 During the year in which a tenured assistant 
or associate professor (senior assistant or 
associate librarian) has received a fourth 
Merit Salary Adjustment andjor has reached 
the maximum salary for a given rank, sjhe 
shall be subject to a periodic evaluation if 
sjhe does not apply for promotion. 
3. 	 Periodic evaluation of tenured faculty unit 
employees at any rank shall occur at least once 
every five years after the initial periodic 
evaluation. Performance reviews for promotion can 
serve as periodic reviews for the purposes of this 
section. More frequent periodic evaluation of a 
tenured faculty unit member may be requested by 
the employee, department head/chair or dean. 
After such a request, a periodic evaluation shall 
be conducted as soon as possible. 
4. 	 Periodic evaluation of a tenured faculty unit 
employee shall be conducted by an elected peer 
committee of the department or equivalent unit, 
and the appropriate administrator (department 
head/chair or dean). If the dean is the 
appropriate administrator, the peer committee 
report shall be sent to the dean via the 
department head/chair. The peer committee members 
shall be tenured professors when evaluating 
professors and associate professors (librarians 
and associate librarians) ; and shall be tenured 
professors· andjor associate professors (librarians 
andjor associate librarians) when evaluating 
assistant professors (senior assistant 
librarians). 
5. 	 A tenured faculty unit employee shall be provided 
a copy of the peer committee report of his/her 
periodic evaluation. The peer committee chair and 
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and the appropriate administrator~~~ 
shall meet with the tenured faculty unit employee 
to discuss hisjher strengths and weaknesses along 
with 	suggestions, if any, for hisjher improvement. 
6. 	 Copies of the periodic evaluation report shall be 
placed in the tenured faculty unit employee's 
Personnel Action File, and shall be provided to 
the employee. 
B. 	 Criteria 
1. 	 The purpose of periodic evaluation of tenured 
faculty is to maintain and improve a tenured 
faculty unit employee's effectiveness. 
2. 	 See C.A.M. 34l.l.B. 
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AM 341.1. C. Post Tenure Peer Review 
Schools and departments, with student participation, should develop procedure~ for 
peer evaluation of tenured faculty instructional performance including currency in 
the -field; · appropriate to university- education. The procedures shall be compat­
ible with the following University guidelines: 
1. 	 Annually, department heads and deans will be required to evaluate tenured 
Assistant Professors, steps 1 - 4; tenured Associate Professors, steps 1 - 4; 
and tenured Professors, steps 1 - 3, for merit salary adjustment purposes 
only. This will be accomplished by using pages 4 and 5, Form 109 (Faculty 
Evaluation Form}. 
Assistant Professors, step 5; Associate Professors, step 5; and Professors, 
steps 4 and 5, shall undergo post-tenure peer review at least once every five 
years. In addition, if a department head or dean has reason to believe that a 
faculty member is performing unsatisfactorily, a post-tenure peer review by 
the departmental full Professors shall be conducted as soon as possible. 
2 . 	 Post-Tenure review of Professors 
a. 	 All Professors at Step 4 shall undergo a post-tenure peer review by the 
departmental tenured full Professors prior to June 1 of the academic year 
they reach that rank/step. 
b. 	 Peer review of tenured Professors, Step 5, shall occur at least once every 
five years after initial evaluation. 
(1) 	 Only departmental tenured full Professors are eligible ~o participate 
at the first level of peer review. 
Revised November, 1980 I 
1\dc.led November, 1980 I• 
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(2) If the department has no tenured Professors, the evaluation shall be 
·_· conducted ·only by the department head and dean. Consideration shall"" 
. .. ~be ~ given to ~tudent evaluations: 
- -~--~: .:.....;·. ..-	 .. ·_:. ----------- - -· ---·· ···.: :: - . -- .. ~ - -- _-.:·.:- ··- - - --- - - -· --- -- --­
(3) _The criteria · for ·post-tenure review of · full - Professor.s will be the 
...- .. . __;:~..;: · .same _a.s ·.for' ,·. promotion to the ·Professor : level, unless supplemental 
•-----· . ·:-· -.-·--.-"?--: · · ·--: --:;··depar_tm_ent·_~?r ·· .school -criteria are ·-approved.-­
• '· .:: - ___: __;;:.. _ ~ :..-:.~~-~_:.:._:....:~~:-..='1::·;:..__=_: :...:::.:..... -.:..:.:~..:..::·.:-::~ :-. -- .. ~ . .. - ·: ·. ':.··· ·.. ­
a. 	 During the academic year that a tenured Associate Professor reaches Step 
5 ~ one of .the following two courses of action shall be taken: 
·. 
( 1) 	. If the profe.ssor requests promotion consideration, the evaluation 
shall be conducted ··under established promotion procedures and 
criteria. Such evaluation will be considered as satisfying the 
requirements for post-tenure peer review. 
(2) 	 If promotion consideration is not requested, a peer review by the 
. departmental_ ~professors shall . be made in accordance with Board of 
Trustee policy. 
(a) 	 The criteria for post-tenure review shall be the same as for 
promotion to Associate Professor, unless supplemental department 
or school criteria are approved. 
(b) 	 r"f the department has no tenured Professors, the evaluation shall 
be conducted by th,e department head and dean. Consideration 
shall be given to student evaluation. 
(c) 	 Peer review of tenured Associate Professors, Step 5, shall occur 
at least once every five years. 
b. 	 Although post-tenure peer review of Associate Professdrs below Step 5 is 
·-	 -· · - ·-- - --- --- ·· not - required,- - such- faculty shall arrange for periodic· conf"'erences with- the 
department head and senior faculty· for advice and assistance regarding 
progress toward promotion during the year they are at Step 3. 
4. 	 Post-tenure Review Assistant Professors 
a. 	 During the academic year that a tenured Assistant Professor reaches Step 
5, one of the following two courses of action shall be taken: 
(1) 	 If the professor requests promotion consideration, evaluation shall 
be under established promotion procedures and criteria. Such 
evaluation \Jill be considered as sat i sfying the requirements for 
post-tenure review. 
(2) 	 If promotion consideration is not requested, peer review by the 
department Professors shall be made i n accordance with Board of 
Trustee policy. 
(a) 	 The criteria for evaluation shall be the same as for the award of 
tenure, unless supplemental department or school criteria are 
approved. 
(b) 	 If the department has no tenured Professors, the evaluation shall 
be conducted by the department head and dean. Consideration 
shall be given to student evaluations. 
b. Post-tenure review of tenured As s istant Prof e s s ors, step 5, shall occur at 
, . l e ast-onc e every five y ea rs. 
~~dcd November, 1980 
341.1 
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5. 	 The faculty Evaluation form 109 can be used in its present form or modified as 
appropriate to meet specific departmental or school needs. The peer evalu­
ation may be in a written narrative form signed by the committee chairman or 
by individuals who reviewed the professor. The evaluation shall include the 
pro~ess used, the reasons for recommendations, and evidence in suffic Lent 
detail to validate the findings • . .ln those ins tances where the consultative 
evaluations represent a consensus opinion signed by the committee -chairperson, 
the filing of a minority report by committe e member(s) whose opinions differ 
from the views eKpressed in the maj~rity report should acco~pany the majority 
report : at·the ·time it is forwarded to the department head. 
6. 	 Post-tenure peer evaluations shall be forwarded to the department head no 
later than Hay 1. Department heads' and deans' evaluations should be com­
pleted prior to June 1, using Faculty Evaluation form 109 The department head 
shall meet with each faculty member evaluated to discuss the results of the 
evaluations. If areas for improvement are identified, the department head 
shall advise the faculty member of avenues for assistance available within the 
department or university. The written evaluations ·shall be placed in the 
faculty member's personnel file which is maintained in the school dean's 
office. 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

OF 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 

AS- -89/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

DEPARTMENTAL SUPPORT FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION AT CAL POLY 

WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 

RESOLVED: 

The Academic Senate of The California State 
University has urged that interested campus 
departments include reference to CSU International 
Program opportunities in the catalog (AS-1862-
89/ACSP&AA); and 
A subcommittee of the Academic Council for 
International Programs has urged that the 
following language be included in campus catalog 
offerings by interested departments: 
The (name) department supports the concept of 
international education and encourages 
students to investigate opportunities for 
overseas study. See page of the current 
catalog; and ----
Students need to know which departments encourage 
an international education experience as part of 
the curriculum offerings; therefore, be it 
That the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic 
State University urge each interested department 
to include the suggested statement, or an 
appropriate statement, supporting international 
education in the departmental curriculum section 
of the catalog. 
Joseph weatherby and 
Donald Floyd 
Date: February 6, 1990 
(Item 13) 
ACAOEMrfSENATE 

of 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

AS-1862-89/ACSP & AA 
May 4-5, 1989 
INCLUSION OF CSU INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS IN CAMPUS CATALOGS 
WHEREAS, 	 The Commission for the Review of the Master Plan for Higher Education has 
issued its report, "The Master Plan Renewed"; and 
WHEREAS, 	 The Commission on the Pacific Rim has issued its report, 11 1he Future of 
the Pacific Rim is Now"; and 
WHEREAS, 	 Both of these reports stress the importance of "i nternati ona 1 i zing" the 
California State University curriculum [Master Plan Renewed Report: 
Recommendation 13, item (3); and California Faces ... California's 
Future, Recommendation 38 "expanding internationai and multicultu:--a1 
education programs to enhance opportunities for developing understanding 
in these areas"; and Pacific Rim Report: Recommendations to internation­
alize the CSU curriculum from a Pacific Rim perspective (page 8)]; and 
WHEREAS, 	 Students in the CSU have an excellent opportunity to study abroad in the 
International Programs and in numerous campus-based study-abroad 
semesters; there, however, appears to be a general lack of awareness of 
these programs; and 
WHEREAS, 	 Although some students in the CSU might be aware of the study-abroad 
programs, they are often unaware of how the courses taken during these 
experiences can be applied to their General Education program, University 
Electives, and/or Major; and 
WHEREAS,_ 	 The University Catalog is a valuable planning guide for both students 
and their parents; and 
WHEREAS, 	 The University Catalog is an illustration of what is important in our 
curriculum; and 
WHEREAS, 	 Department faculty have the responsibility for determining which courses 
satisfy their Major and General Education requirements within their 
discipline; and 
WHEREAS, 	 We wish to indicate our support for the concept of our students having an 
international and multicultural perspective while at our Universities; 
therefore be it 
RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of the California State University urge the 
campus Academic Senates to include CSU International Program courses in 
their campus catalogs in General Education and the Major for each depart­
ment where the department or the appropriate program faculty or faculty 
committee approves. 
APPROVED May 5, 1989 
2498g 
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REPORT ON MINORS 

ACADEMIC SENATE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

February 23,1990 

During the 1988-89 academic year the Curriculum Committee requested that consideration of proposals 
for new minors be held in abeyance until a study could be completed concerning the issues which had 
been raised about minors. The Academic Senate rejected the temporary moratorium and delegated to 
the Curriculum Committee the task of a study of minors with a report on that study due by the end of 
Winter Quarter 1990. The following is the report requested. 
In the discussions of the Curriculum Committee and those of the Academic Senate as a whole, several 
issues were raised concerning minors. These were: the impact of minors on resources, the effect of 
minors in delaying the time to graduation, tracking students in a minor, criteria for a minor, and 
program review for minors. 
1. Impact on Resources 
Data was collected in Apri11989 for students who had graduated or were intending to graduate between 
Fall1988 and Summer 1989. We found that of the 3982 degrees granted or applied for during this time 
period, 235 had declared minors. See Table I at the end of this report. Considering the limited number 
of students, approximately 6%, who completed minors during this time, it is our opinion that it would 
be difficult to ascertain the impact of that 6% on resources especially when they are scattered among 16 
programs. In addition there exists no baseline accumulated information concerning the numbers of 
students who have completed minors since the inception of minors. The information which we worked 
from was accumulated and tabulated by hand. It is an example of the baseline information to which 
future data can be compared. It would also be difficult at this time to separate the influence of a minor 
from other pertinent factors which impact on resources such as natural growth within a new minor 
program, natural growth within a department, G.E.& B. choices, etc. 
However, this does not mean that data collection and consideration of the impact by those taking 
minors should be neglected. Baseline information should be generated as soon as possible and the 
progress of minors should be accounted for during mandatory periodic reviews. A base year, such as 
1990-91, might be a start. Should the populations in established minors swell, a specific case study 
should then be directed by the Office of Academic Affairs as to the types of students populating a 
minor, the changes in course offerings required because of the minor, and the resulting strains on 
faculty and fmancial resources. 
As evidence of the type of information which can be gathered from such data, our brief study gave us 
access to some interesting comparative items such as, for the time period studied, 47 of 140 Human 
Development graduates(33.6 %) completed a minor. Of those 47 minors, 45 (95.7 %) were in 
Psychology. The Human Development curriculum has 198 units required for graduation with 11!14 
free elective units. The psychology minor requires 27 units with a possibility of 12 units of that 27 
which fit G.E. & B. 
In the 853 majors from the School of Engineering, 25 (2.9%) had a minor, while in the School of 
Architecture and Environmental Design, 8 of 372 (2.2 %) had minors. 
2. Tracking Students Enrolled iii· Minors 
The only official uniform record of a student's enrollment in a minor is its appearance on his/her 
transcript Most programs have their own forms which a student may fill out when entering a minor or 
sometime before they graduate. We believe it would serve no purpose to initiate a uniform, prospective 
means of tracking students enrolled in minors. If a student completes the work and follows the 
specifications made by those administering the minor, certification on the graduation diploma serves the ) purpose of bookkeeping. The completion of a minor should be computer recorded with a specific code 
-16­
and become part of the graduation statistics generated by Institutional Studies for the university's yearly 
report. As departments and schools prepare for their 5-year review cycles, they should consider this 
data. If the number of students in a particular minor shows a significant increase., then an educational 
impact statement should be required by the office of Academic Affairs in which course enrollments for 
the minor, as well as impacts on faculty and resource allocations to those courses, should be studied in 
order to correlate the information. We suggest a baseline academic year of 1990-91 for the beginning 
of acquiring such data. 
In addition to accountability for enrollments at the time of program review, minors with low 

enrollments should be evaluated and justified just as are majors. 

Recommendation: That Institutional Studies include information on the numbers of students 
receiving credit for minors, designated by individual minors, in the annual graduation report statistics. 
We would also recommend, within the capacity of our data collection software, to link specific minors 
with the major of the student enrolled in that minor. 
Recommendation: That mandatory review of minor programs be included in the 5-year review cycle 
and that the base academic year 1990-91 be established for the generation of data pertinent to 
enrollments in minors. 
3. Impact on Time Required for Graduation 
It is almost impossible at this time to determine the impact of minors on the time (units) required for 
graduation. We have been pursuing data on the total numbers of units accumulated by past graduates. 
They are not readily available. And even if such data were available any attempts at interpreting such 
information are immediately confounded with facto;rs such as the total number of units in a major, 
problems in scheduling courses (especially G.E.&B.), COOP experiences, poor articulation with 
community colleges, changes in major, supervised study, study abroad, and individual preferences for 
workload. According to the data which we have smdied for 1988-89, most minors seem to be taken by 
students enrolled in majors with enough units to absorb a minor. 
A more important issue has arisen which we believe should be addressed by the university community. 
According to most recent data the anticipated rate of student continuation at Cal Poly is estimated to be 
almost 83% for the coming academic year. Is priority to be given to the student who is already enrolled 
at Cal Poly? Or is our commitment to the potential student who will not be able to enroll at Cal Poly 
because of a continuing student filling that slot? 
Currently there is no ceiling on the number of units a student can accumulate at Cal Poly. Should such 
a ceiling be established with an overhead which allows some of the most obvious contributions to unit 
inflation such as articulation problems and change of major? 
Recommendation: That the Academic Senate and University Administration address the issue of 
commitment to a continuing student population versus new student enrollment. 
4. Criteria for Minors 
C.A.M. describes a minor as "a formal aggregate of classes". This posed a particular problem to the 
Curriculum Committee's deliberations during the 1990-92 catalog cycle. In reviewing the proposed 
minors we found that those which presented a clear central theme and justified the choice of courses in 
relation to that theme were the strongest· In addition interdisciplinary programs were stronger if they 
included a course or courses which integrated the diverse elements of the program. 
Recommendation: That the language in C.A.M. be modified as follows: 
4ll.A.3. Minor 
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~Ja FRlR9F is f8E!YireEI fer tRe 8acR.elar's Begree. 
A FRiRar is a fei:"Hlal aggregate af classes iR a specific &YI:ljeet area ElesigReEI ta give a st\:IBent 
ElacYFRenteEl saHlpeteRc~· in a sesaREiary saarse af stYBy. lR eaRt:rast ta aptoiaRs aRB 
C9RG8RtratiaR& it &taREI& alaee aRB i& Eli&t:iRet fraFR aAB 9Yt&iEie ~e &tl:iB8Rt'& aegree FRajar. A 
minor is a group of courses outside the major with a defined purpose or theme which gives 
documented competency in a secondary course of study No minor is required for the bachelor's 
degree; it is intended that the minor will be completed along with the requirements for the 
bacheior's degree. The student's transcript will certify completion of the minor. 
The minor consists fo 24 to 30 quarter units, of which at least half must be upper division. 
Twelve or more the units in the minor must be specified courses with the remainder, if any, to 
be chosen from an approved list Two-thirds of all units counted in the minor must be in 
courses graded A to F. 
Minors require the same academic review process and justification in terms of purpose, 
resources, need, etc., as do options and concentrations. 
Recommendation: That the directions for developing minors which are provided by the Office of 
Academic Affairs include the requirement that interdisciplinary minors have some coursework which 
integrates the courses contributed by the departments and relates them to the theme of the minor. 
Recommendation: That the proposal for the minor be required to include a brief matrix of 
competencies provided by the minor correlated with the courses in the minor which will fulfill those 
competencies (see attached example). 
Approved by Curriculum Committee (7-0-0) 2 nonrespondents; no current student representative 
February 23, 1990 
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TABLE I 

Minors Applied for and Granted Fall1988-Summer 1989 

Total number of degrees 3982 

Number of minors 235 (6% of total) 

Minor Program Number of Students % ofTotal Minors 
Psychology 86 36.6 
English 27 11.5 
Agricultural Management 26 11.1 
Music 19 8.1 
Spanish 18 7.7 
International Relations 11 4.7 
Philosophy 9 
Speech 8 
French 5 
Packaging 4 
German 3 
Biotechnology 3 
Plant Protection 1 
Political Science 1 
Public Administration 1 
Theater 1 
The rrrst six minors accounted for 80% of the minors awarded. 
C3liforni3 Polytechnic Sl3tc University 
i'vlusic l\t[a jor Skills Matrix 
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Adopted: 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
RESOLVED: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

OF 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 

AS- -90/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

MINIMUM GRADE REQUIREMENT IMPOSED BY DEPARTMENTS 

ON MAJORING STUDENTS 

The Cal Poly catalog (1988-1990) establishes the 
minimum requirement for graduation for students in 
general; and 
It is the primary responsibility of each 
department to determine the degree requirements 
for its students; and 
The Cal Poly catalog (1988-1990) states: 
All candidates for a 
bachelor's degree shall 
have completed the 
requirements in one of 
the listed curricula with 
a minimum "C" grade 
average for all units in 
the major ••• ; and 
The Architectural Engineering Department has 
recently proposed for the 1990-1992 catalog the 
requirement for its own majors of a grade of c- or 
better in any course which is a prerequisite for 
another course in the major; therefore, be it 
That the following statement be added to the Cal 
Poly catalog on grade point average requirements: 
A department may require 
a minimum grade of c- in 
any course which is 
applied to the major. 
Proposed By: The 
Academic Senate 
Instruction 
Committee 
10-0-0 
March 1, 1990 
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State of California California Polytechnic State University 
San Luis Obispo, California 93407 
MEMORANDUM 
Date: 	 February 28, 1990 
To: 	 All Academic Senators 
From: 	 James L. Murphy, C~~ 
Academic Senate -~ 
Subject: 	 Last Academic Senate Meeting of Winter Quarter 
The last Winter Quarter meeting of the Academic Senate will be 
held on March 13, not on March 6 (as posted on the Academic 
Senate Calendar for 1989-1990). The agenda for this meeting will 
be sent on March 8. 
Please note this change on your calendar. Thank you. 
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